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AIR  MAR  COLLEGE  RESEARCH  REPORT  ABSTRACT 


TITLE;  ARMY  AVIATION  AND  AIR  COMBAT:  EVOLUTIONARY 
OR  REVOLUTIONARY? 

AUTHORS;  Danny  C.  Cok,  Liautanant  Colonal,  USA 

Richard  N.  Roy,  Liautanant  Colonel,  USA 
‘^Maminas  from  both  a  historical  and  doctrinal 
perspectiva  the  use  of  Army  Aviation  resources  to  fight  in  an 
air-to-air  combat  role.  A  description  of  the  threat 
describes  Soviet  helicopter  design  initiatives  and  provides 
an  insight  as  to  how  the  Soviets  envision  employing 
hnlicoptars  in  an  air  combat  role.  A  historical  review  of 
Army  Aviation's  development  details  how  aviation  has  been 
integrated  into  the  Army's  combined  arms  team  dedicated  to 
winning  the  ground  war.  The  use  of  Army  assets  in  counterair 
operations  is  mandated  by  joint  doctrine  and  the  Army  is 
responsible  for  developing  a  capability  to  implement  that 
doctrine.  The  Army’s  air  defense  doctrine  incorporates  the 
concept  of  combined  arms  and  Army  Aviation  has. the  ability  to 
contribute  as  a  integral  member  of  the  combined  arms  team. 
This  paper  acknowledges  that  the  Army’s  counterair  mission  is 
doctrinal ly  legitimate;  however,  the  suggesstion  is  made  that 
the  use  of  Army  aircraft  in  an  air  combat  role  is  a 
revolutionary  departure  from  the  historical  evolution  of  Army 
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INTRODUCTION 


ARMY  AVIATION  AND  AIR  COMBATS 
EVOLUTIONARY  OR  REVOLUTIONARY? 

In  lSa3,  Army  Aviation  was  approved  as  a  ssoarats  branch 
of  ths  Army  and  adoptsd  a  branch  insignia  that  closely 
resembled  that  of  the  old  Army  Air  Corps.  On  i£  October, 

1984,  Field  Manual  1-107,  Air-To-Air  Combat,  was  published. 
Because  of  the  Army's  historical  aviation  experiences  and 
these  recent  developments,  soldiers  may  wonder  if  Army 
Aviation  is  committed  to  the  combined  arms  team,  or  whether 
Aviation  Branch  is  hearing  a  drummer  out  of  the  past. 

While  the  U.  S.  Army  has  acknowledged  the  combat 
potential  of  aviation,  the  Soviets  have  also  recognized  the 
fighting  capabilities  of  the  helicopter  and  have  introduced 
large  numbers  of  tank  killing  attack  helicopters  into  their 
force  structure.  In  addition  to  attack  helicopters,  it  now 
appears  as  if  the  Soviets  are  developing  a  specialized 
helicopter  that  has  been  optimized  for  the  air-to-air  role. 
The  Army  finds  itself  facing  a  formidable  threat  for  which 
there  is  no  historical  precedence.  In  addition  to  the  threat 
having  changed,  U. S.  Joint  doctrine  concerning  counterair 
operations  has  also  changed.  These  changes  have  put  the  Army 
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in  ths  countarair  businass  and  tha  Prmy’ a  combined  anma  team 
will  be  used  to  eliminate  the  helicopter  threat. 

The  U. S.  Army,  "of  all  the  services",  is  pivotal  in 
winning  the  ground  war  and  the  Army’s  doctrine  and  resources 
are  applied  to  accomplish  that  mission.  Army  Aviation  is  a 
resource  that  is  integrated  with  the  other  arms  of  the 
combined  arms  team  to  create  a  synergism  of  combat  power 
whose  sum  aKceeds  the  contribution  of  any  single  arm  making 
up  the  team.  The  traditional  role  of  Army  Aviation  has  been 
as  a  combat,  combat  support,  and  combat  service  support 
resource  directly  responsive  to  the  ground  commander,  whose 
mission  is  to  fight  the  ground  battle.  The  history  of 
aviation  in  the  Army  and  the  history  of  Army  Aviation  are 
related  but  different.  Aviation  in  the  Army  evolved  into  air 
power  which  led  to  a  separate  Air  Force  and  an  integral  part 
of  the  missions  of  air  power  is  the  counterair  mission.  Army 
Aviation,  on  the  other  hand,  stayed  with  the  ground  commander 
and  was  committed  to  fighting  the  ground  battle.  Air  Defense 
Artillery  assets  have  represented  the  Army’s  counterair 
capability.  To  use  Army  Aviation  in  the  counterair  role  is  a 
revolutionary  change  in  the  roles  and  missions  of  Army 
aircraft  and  may  be  construed  as  the  antitnesis  of  the 
traditional  Army  Aviation  mission. 

The  Soviets  are  not  restricted  to  the  Army’s 
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int»rpr»tat ion  of  aviation  hiatory,  and  conaaquantly  the 
Soviet  helicopter  threat  transcends  the  traditional  roles  and 
missions  of  the  services  and  the  missions  of  the  branches  of 
the  Army.  The  decision  that  Army  Aviation  will  engage  in 
air-to-air  combat  to  protect  itself,  and  to  protect  other 
members  of  the  combined  arms  team  has  been  made  because  of 
the  threat.  The  thesis  of  this  paper  is  that  using  aviation 
as  an  air-to-air  combat  force  is  a  revolutionary  departure 
from  the  traditional  role  of  A»'my  Aviation.  Army  Aviation  is 
fundamentally  a  component  of  the  Land  portion  of  AirLand 
Battle  doctrine;  however,  when  an  operational  air-to-air 
capability  is  achieved,  the  Army  will  own  a  part  of  the  AIR 
of  its  own  AirLand  Battle  doctrine.  It  is  important  to 
acknowledge  that  from  a  historical  perspc.bt  ive,  air  combat 
for  Army  Aviation  is  not  evolutionary,  but  revolutionary. 

This  paper  will  discuss  the  Soviet  threat,  the 
historical  evolution  of  Army  Aviation,  the  doctrinal  and 
operational  concepts  of  Army  Aviation  air  combat,  and  the 
implication  of  the  effect  that  future  Army  aviation  systems 
will  have  on  the  ground  war.  The  purpose  of  the  paper  is  to 
examine,  from  a  historical  perspective,  recent  decisions  by 
the  Army  to  field  an  air-to-air  capability.  The  paper  will 
conclude  with  an  assessment  of  these  decisions. 
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CHAPTER  S 


THE  THREAT 

Th>  last  two  dscadsB  havs  sssn  significant  changes  in 
Soviet  helicopter  doctrine  that  reflects  extensive  analysis 
of  events  since  UWli.  The  United  States  helicopter 
experiences  in  Vietnam  and  helicopter  operations  in  the  1973 
Middle  East  War  are  two  events  that  provided  an  analytical 
base  from  which  the  Soviets  have  concluded  that  the 
helicooter  has  attributes  that  will  contribute  to  the  future 
battlefield.  Soviet  analysis  is  reflected  in  public 
statements  that  the  helicopter  will  be  a  major  contributor  to 
the  success  of  the  the  next  battle  "...helicopters  have 
proved  most  effective  as  a  versatile  fire  system  highly 
superior  to  other  combat  vehicles  as  regards  observation, 
maneuverability,  and  choice  of  time  and  place  of  delivering  a 
blow.  Plans  to  design  future  combat  helicopters  envisage 
further  enhancements  of  their  fighting  power,  survivability 
and  ability  to  operate  in  any  weather  (lil6)."  This  comment 
by  Colonel  Belov  <a  Soviet  officer  and  writer)  in  1979 
precisely  sets  the  stage  for  the  events  that  have  taken  place 
in  Soviet  military  helicopter  development  which  indicate  that 
rotary  wing  aircraft  have  become  an  indispensable  item  of 
military  hardware  (SsSAl). 

The  hardware  developments  that  occurred  during  the 
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1970* s,  and  changas  in  tha  charactar  of  Soviet  land  narfane, 
incraased  the  rola  of  tha  halicoptar.  Major  doctrinal 
davalopmants  saw  tha  introduction  of  attack  and  assault 
halicoptars  into  frontal  aviation  force  structure  and  more 
recently  into  mechanized  and  armored  divisions.  These 
significant  changes  solidify  tha  precept  that  the  "...Soviet 
Prmy  no  longer  thinks  of  the  all-important  land  battle  in 
purely  ground  terms  -  it  is  now  a  three-dimensional  battle, 
in  which  the  integrated  use  of  the  air  element  is  essential 
for  success.  The  air  element  in  question  is,  at  the  tactical 
level,  provided  primarily  by  the  helicopter  (3s44)."  There 
can  be  no  question  that  the  Soviets  have  studied  well,  for 
the  contribution  to  the  three  dimensional  tactical 
battlefield  today  is  the  MI-24  Hind  and  in  the  not  to 
distant  future  ,  the  MI-26  Havoc  and  the  Hocum.  These  three 
attack  helicopters  are  the  principal  air  threat  to  the  flH-64 
Ppache  on  the  future  battlefielo  and  will  be  the  focus  of 
this  discussion.  However,  a  brief  discussio:-'  of  Soviet  force 
structure  changes  that  have  occurred  in  the  last  decade  is 
necessary  to  reinforce  the  importance  of  the  helicopter  as  a 
fundamental  element  of  the  three  dimensional  battlefield. 

What  brought  the  Soviets  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
helicopter  has  utility  on  the  battlefield  when  their  land 
warfare  doctrine  emphasized  massive  firepower,  mobility,  and 
survivability  as  fundamental  underpinnings  of  an  offensive 


5 


strategy  basvd  on  momantum  and  manauver?  If  than*  wena  ona 
major  avant  that  may  hava  parauadad  the  Soviets  that  the 
attack  helicoptar  had  utility  on  the  battlefield,  it  could  be 
argued  that  the  United  States  Army  Ansbach  tests  in  1376 
(tests  conducted  in  Europe  to  determine  the  effectiveness  of 
attack  helicopters)  convinced  the  Soviets  the  the  attack 
helicopter  would  be  a  formidable  adversary.  Though  Soviet 
tacticians  were  debating  in  the  rAiti.  6iZi*  s  and  early  70*  s  the 
utility  of  the  helicopter  in  support  of  land  warfare,  the 
spectacular  results  of  the  test  showed  that  the  attack 
helicopter  could  achieve  a  kill  ratio  of  approximately  19:1 
against  armor.  This  test  may  have  convinced  the  Soviets  that 
they  should  look  closely  at  this  machine. 

Soviet  military  strategy  emphasized  the  importance  of 
firepower,  infantry,  artillery  and  armor.  However,  the 
obvious  advantages  of  the  helicopter  to  reinforce  soviet 
military  theory  of  mobility,  maneuvsrabi 1 ity,  mass  and 
surprise  began  to  appear  in  Soviet  open  source  literature 
(2:263).  Early  debate  centered  around  the  vulnerability  of 
the  helicopter  to  ground  fire  and  the  need  for  armor  plating 
for  protection.  Later,  however,  the  debate  shifted  to 
theoretical  discussions  concerning  the  most  effective  methods 
to  employ  the  helicopter  in  support  of  the  ground  wrr 
^*^5^4^).  Writings  by  Col  Belov,  now  General  Major  Belov,  and 
others  advocated  the  use  of  air  mobilization,  "fire  strikes" 
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arid  the  use  of  attack  helicopters  in  suoport  of  ground 
forces^  These  new  ideas  contributed  to  the  solidification  of 
the  importance  of  the  helicopter  in  cornbinea  arms  ooerations 
Major  ccmaat  maneuvers  such  as  Beresina-Newinan  in  1979 
provided  a  training  ground  for  the  development  of  employment 
conceots  which  convinced  Soviet  leaders  thab  tne  attack 
helicopter  was  an  important  part  of  the  coriiDinea  arms 
concent.  Air  power,  both  fixed  wing  and  rotary  wing,  played 
a  major  role,  along  with  artillery,  in  providing  the  ground 
commander  the  ability  to  extend  the  battle  forward  of 
advancing  ground  forces  (2:249) .  Statements  by  Col.  M. 
Kiryukhin  (a  Soviet  officer  and  writer)  further  legit  irnized 
the  importance  of  the  helicopter  in  Soviet  doctrine. 
"Helicopters,  equipped  with  diverse  types  of  modern  weaoons 
and  capable  of  destroying  ground  targets,  have  become  an 
indispensable  part  of  modern  combat  General  Major 

M.  Belov  summarised  the  importance  of  the  attack  heiicoptev' 
by  stating  that  the  success  of  the  offensive  is  doubtful  ".. 
unless  mass  use  is  made  of  helicopters  (1:316)". 

~o  accommodate  helicopter  requirements  on  the 
battlefield,  the  Soviets  initially  olaceo  their  helicopter 
reaiments  in  air  armies  at  front  level.  Attack  nelicooters 
and  combat  assault  helicopters  supported  grounc  commanders 
similar  zo  other  Air  Force  assets.  however,  as  the  Mi -24 
Hind  begari  to  come  into  tne  force  structure,  a  major 
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doctrinal  changa  bagan  to  occur  in  tha  araa  of  closa  air 
support  of  ground  forcaa.  Commandara  found  that  the  Hind  was 
highly  responsive  to  machanizad  and  armored  forces,  and 
enhanced  mobility  and  flexibility  by  being  able  to  deliver 
bombs,  rockets,  anti-tank  missiles  and  machine  gun  fire.  In 
essence  the  Hind  significantly  increased  the  orecision  attack 
capability  of  air  power  and  provided  responsive  and  accurate 
close  support  to  ground  forces  as  they  pressed  forward  in  the 
attack  (2ii45).  As  ground  force  commanders  became  accustomed 
to  responsive  attack  helicopter  close  support,  another  force 
structure  change  took  place  that  pushed  helicopter  squadrons 
down  to  division  level.  Currently,  mechanized  and  armored 
divisions  have  16  to  24  helicopters  organic  to  the  division, 
of  which  6  to  8  are  Hinds.  Current  force  structure  placep; 
attack  helicopters  at  division  level  and  combined  arms  ar ny 
level.  Heavy  lift  helicopters  at  frontal  level  provide 
helicopter  support  for  the  airmobile  assault  brigade. 

The  purpose  of  this  discussion  thus  far  is  to  provide  an 
appreciation  for  the  importance  of  helicopters  in  Soviet 
doctrine.  Also,  this  discussion  reinforces  the  point  that 
helicopters  have  become  increasingly  imoortant  on  the 
battlefield  and  emphasizes  that  helicopters  have  been  given  a 
greater  tactical  role  in  support  of  ground  forces  <3! 1029). 

What  then  is  the  specific  air  threat  to  Army  A/iation  as 
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a  manauvar  forca  on  tha  battlafiald?  Tha  air  thraat  i« 
articulatad  axtramaly  wall  In  tha  coordinating  draft  of  tha 
raviaad  Army  Fiald  Manual  1— 107,  "Air  Combat  Manauvara" 
which  raplacaa  FM  1-107,  "Air-To-Air  Combat"  diatributad  in 
Octobar  1984.  In  tha  coordinating  draft,  it  atataa  that  "The 
air  threat  in  air  combat  oparationa  conaiata  of  armed 
halicoptara,  fixed-wing  aircraft,  and  unmanned  aerial 
vehicles  and  dronea  (4:2-1)".  Tha  helicopter  air  threat  ia 
the  focus  of  this  discussion,  therefore,  fixed  wing  aircraft, 
unmanned  aerial  vehicles  and  drones  will  not  be  addressed. 

Relevant  to  tha  discussion  is  tha  fact  that  the  Soviets 
have  added  attack  helicopters  in  an  antihelicopter  role  to 
their  air  defense  capability.  Here  again,  open  source 
literature  reflects  that  tha  Soviets  are  serious  by  stating 
"it  becomes  vital  to  get  a  weapon  which  could  compete  with 
the  helicopter  in  respect  of  combat  power,  tactical 
possibilities  etc.  Logic  and  historical  experience  suggests 
that  such  a  weapon  is  the  helicopter  itself.  Just  as  tanks 
have  always  been  the  most  effective  weapons  against  tanks, 
helicopters  are  the  most  efficacious  means  of  fighting 
helicopters  (3:18)".  This  theoretical  and  doctrinal 
statement  is,  if  fact,  being  transformed  into  reality  by 
changes  that  appear  on  the  MI-24  Hind  F  and  expected  armament 
capabilities  on  the  MI-28  Havoc  and  the  Hocurn.  These 
significant  hardware  changes  require  a  more  detailed 
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•MAmination.  Bacausa  of  tha  thraat,  Army  Aviation  is  gaining 
an  air-to-air  combat  mission  that  is  without  historical 
pracadanca. 

Tha  Hind  is  refarrad  to  by  many  as  a  saco  id  ganaration 
Soviat  attack  halicoptar  that  bagan  its  lifa  as  a  haavily 

t  . 

armad  and  armorad  transport  halicoptar  capabla  of  carrying 
from  6  to  8  combat  troops.  Tha  first  varsion,  tha  Hind  A  was 
obsarvad  in  1974.  This  aircraft  had  a  large  craw  compartment 
to  accommodate  a  craw  of  four,  a  IS. 7mm  machinegun  in  tha 
nose  and  various  additional  armament  that  could  be  hung  on 
stubby  wings  with  six  hard  points.  The  Hind  A  was  capable  of 
carrying  57mm  rocket  pods,  chemical  or  conventional  bombs  and 
four  AT-2  Swatter  anti-tank  missiles  on  the  wing  tip  pylons. 
The  experimental  version  of  tha  helicopter  set  tha  world 
speed  record  of  226. 9moh  over  a  15/25km  course  on  21 
September  1978  <5;  17).  It  did  not  lack  oev'formance  but  it 
was  burdened  with  the  dual  role "of  troop  transport  and  armed 
helicopter  capability  as  well  as  the  large  crew  compartment. 
Major  modifications  were  made  to  completely  redesign  the 
forward  section  of  the  aircraft  which  resulted  in  a  heavily 
armored  tandum  cockpit  conf i gurat ion  for  a  pilot  and  copilot 
and  replacement  of  the  singls  12. 7mm  gun  with  a  12. 7mm  four 
barrel  Gatling  gun  which  could  be  used  in  an  air-to-air  or 
ai> — to-ground  role.  The  Hind  D,  went  into  full  scale 
production  and  soon  began  to  appear  in  frontal  aviation 


unit*.  Th»  importance  of  thie  helicopter  was  quickly  realized 
by  ground  commander*  because  of  it»j  quick  re*pon«ivone*»  to 
changes  in  the  battle  and  it  was  not  tied  to  large  airfield* 
located  well  to  the  rear.  These  factors  were  identified 
rather  succinctly  by  Sergei  Sikorsky  "The  proliferation  of 
the  MI-S4  Hind  attack  helicopter  in  the  Soviet  Air  Force  and 
subsequently  with  Warsaw  Pact  forces  and  a  number  of  client 
nations  signals  a  subtle  change  in  the  Soviet  concept  of 
close  support.  The  helicopter  role  is  increasing  in  the 
Soviet  Frontal  Aviation  simply  because  it  gives  the  Army 
commander  (who  is  the  boss)  a  high  degree  of  mobility  and  the 
precision  he  demands  of  ’his*  Air  Forc*“pr*ci*ion  even  in 
poor  weather  that  prevents  accurate  fire  support  from 
fixed-wing  aircraft.  In  hi*  mind  the  helicopter  does  not 
compete  with  hi*  aircraft — it  reinforce*  his  aircraft 
(StaS) 

The  Hind  has  certainly  been  the  mainstay  as  the  Soviet 
attack  helicopter  and  has  gone  through  significant  upgrades. 
The  E  and  F  models  which  are  reported  to  have  made 
significant  improvements  in  the  capabilities  of  the  the 
helicopter  in  the  air  to  ground  role  by  upgrading  the  Anti 
Tank  Guided  Missile  (ATGH)  to  the  AT-G  Spiral  which  is  a 
considerable  improvement  over  the  previous  AT6M  capability  on 
the  Hind  D.  Improvements  in  its  air  combat  capability  have 
been  made  by  the  addition  of  a  fixed  twin  barrel  23rnm  gun  on 


11 


1 


I 


the  port  mid«  of  tho  noma  in  placa  pf  tha  turrat  mountad 

I 

12.7mm  gun  on  tha  Hind  D  (5tl6).  This  changa  providaa  a 
significant ly  incraasad  air  coLbat  capability  ovar  tha  ' 
pravious  gun  in  tha  cloaa  in  apontanaous  air  battla.  Evan 
mora  critical  is  tha  addition  of  an  air-to-air  missila^on  tha 
Hind  F  Mhieh  complataly  changas  tha  natura  of  its  capability 
to  conduct  air  combat.  Though  tha  halicoptar  was  not 
initially  dasignad  to  conduct  air  combat,  tha  inharant 
dafansiva  capability  and  potantial  pffansiva  capability  of 
tha  Hind  F  causas  concarn  bacausa  tha  Army  doas  not  hava  an 
air  combat  capability  at  this  time.  Mora  importantly,  thasa 
upgradas  lagitimiza  tha  doctrinal  statamants  praviously 
mantionad  concerning  tha  use  of  ha li copters  in  tha  air-to-air 
role  to  defeat  the  NATO  threat  of  tha  AH  64  Apache  and  tha 
AHIS  Cobra  helicopters. 

Considerable  speculation  exists  as  to  how  the  Hind  F  . 
will  be  usad  on  the  battlefield.  Will  it  be  used  in  an 
offensive  countarair  role  or  will  it  be  usad  purely  in  a 
defensive  countarair  role?  Another  dimension  to  tha  question 
is  to  what  extant  will  tha  halicoptar  be  used  against  fixed 
wing  aircraft.  At  this  time,  there  are  no  specific  answers  to 
thasa  questions  but  it  is  reasonable  to  assume  that  the  Hind 
F  will  be  used  primarily  in  close  air  support  of  ground 
forces,  air  assault  support  and  armed  reconnaissance.  A 

I 

secondary  mission  might  wall  be  air-to-air  helicopter  combat. 

12 
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Tht»  dual  rol»  capability  of  th»  Hind  F  can  oravant 
hal  icoptara  from  daatroying  Soviat  forceB  and  can 

pnavant  attack  halicoptars  from  dianupting  Soviet  air  aaaault 
oparations  in  tha  vicinity  of  tha  PLOT  or  in  thair 
advaraariaa  raar  araa.  Thia  anhanced  capability  ia  of  major 
concarn.  Tha  Hind,  affact ionataly  rafarrad  to  by  Soviet 
ground  forcaa  aa  tha  "Shurmovik”  halicopte  \  is  a  formidable 
aircraft  that  Mill  soon  be  augmented  by  another  attack 
helicopter,  tha  MI-2a  Havoc,  which  is  analogous  to  the  fiH-64 
Hpacha. 

The  Havoc  is  tha  follow-on  attack  helicopter  to  the  Hind 
and  will  most  likaly  have  tha  most  advanced  attack  helicopter' 
capabilities  that  the  Soviets  can  produce.  Artist  drawings 

I 

of  the  Havoc  reflect  unique  similarities  to  the  AH-64 
Apache.  Of  significance  is  speculation  that  the  helicopter 
will  also  have  an  air  combat  capability  using  the  Soviets 
latest  technology  to  include  millimeter'  wave  technology  for 
missile  systems.  Kith  respect  to  air  combat,  it  will  have  a 
chin  turret  mounted  SSrnm  or  30wm  cannon  and  t',e  capability  to 
carry  8  modified  SA-14  missiles  (4«A-13).  This  new 
helicopter,  which  is  not  yet  in  full  production  but  in 
expected  to  be  in  the  field  in  1988,  is  expected  to  much 
more  maneuverable  than  the  Hind  and  will  have  enhanced  night 
and  all  weather  capability,  which  the  S<:«viets  concede  they  d' 
not  have  today  (7:586). 
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Moat  significant  to  tha  air  combat  mission  is  tha 
davalopmant  of  tha  Kamov  Hokum  halicooter  which  uses  coaKial 
rotor  technology.  This  new  helicopter  is  said  to  be  desisn,f?d 
primarily  for  air  combat  against  fined  wine,  and  rotary  wine 
aircraft  and  currently  there  is  no  western  counterpart 
<8zlA5).  Based  on  initial  data,  the  Hocum  will  be  extremely 
maneuverable  and  operate  in  the  190  knot  airspeed  range.  It 
will  have  an  all  weather  and  night  capability  and  the 
potential  to  shift  the  advantage  in  air  combat  towards  the 
Soviets.  There  is  no  information  in  open  source  literature 
that  indicates  how  and  at  what  level  these  counterair 
helicopters  will  be  located  in  the  force  structure  but  ‘it 
would  seem  prudent  to  expect  that  they  will  be  fielded  at  the 
front  level  initially  until  such  quantities  are  produced  to 
allow  for  them  to  be  distributed  to  armies  or  even  divisions. 
This  helicopter  can  be  expected  to  compliment  the  helicopte)’ 
force  rather  than  replace  any  current  helicopters  in  the 
Soviet  inventory.  In  addition,  it  would  seem  obvious  that  the 
Hocum  would  be  linked  into  the  air  defense  system  as  a 
cornpl  imentary  force  capable  of  engaging  NOTO  helicopters 
conducting  deep  strike  operations  in  the  Soviet  rear  area 
particularly  in  the  vicinity  of  the  second  echelon  forces  or 
operational  maneuver  groups  (OMG). 

In  conclusion,  the  Soviets  have  made  significant  strides 
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in  fivlding  «  formidabl*  halicoptvr  fot'c*  that  is  capabls  of 

complimenting  ground  force  maneuver'.  Further,  the  Soviets 

I  i 

have  taken  the  initiative  in  the  area  of  helicopter  aiir 
combat  by  increasing  the  capabilities  of  the  Hind,  adding  an 
air-to-air  capability  to  the  Havoc  and  in  the  near  future, 
producing  the  first  helicopter  with  a  primary  mission  of  air 
combat.  These  hardware  realities  legitimize  the  doctrinal 
changes  that  have  been  articulated  in  open  source  literature, 
and  cause  new  challenges  for  NATO  in  the  areas  of  air  defense 
and  protection  for  the  AH-6A  Apache  and  the  AH15  Cobra  on  the 
battlefield.  It’s  important  to  remember  that  the  helicopter 
systems  just  discussed  do  not  represent  the  future  threat  ot' 
next  generation  helicopters.  The  Hind,  Havoc  and  the  Hocum 
are  threats  that  may  be  found  on  the  battlefield  within  tlie 
next  five  years  and  potentially  in  sufficient  numbers  to  tip 
the  combat  power  equation  in  favor  of  the  Soviets. 


CHAPTER  3 


ARMY  AVIATION  AND  AIR  COMBAT*  A  HISTORICAL  PERSPECTIVE 

Th*  davaloonittnt  of  th*  U.S.  Army’s  air  comoat  cagability 
is  basvd  on  ths  threat,  and  the  fielding  of  this  capability 
is  a  result  of  available  resources  and  technology.  However, 
it  is  safe  to  say  that  the  U.S.  Army’s  organization  and 
structure  is  the  result  of  more  than  an  analysis  of  the 
threat  and  the  melding  together  of  resources  and  technology. 
The  Army  is  complex  and  dynamic  and  its  rich  and  varied 
history  has  played  an  important  part  in  developing  the  values 
and  perceptions  of  its  mission  and  how  it  should  be 
organized.  Where  the  Army  has  been,  influences  where  it  is 
today  and  the  decisions  now  being  made  will  shape  the  future. 
The  prism  through  which  the  Army  views  the  future  is 
multifaceted  and  one  facet  in  that  prism  is  the  Army’s 
history.  The  history  of  aviation  within  the  Army  has  been 
dynamic  and  colorful  and  certainly  has  influenced,  and  will 
continue  to  influence,  the  role  of  Army  aviation  as  a  combat 
force.  This  chapter  will  provide  a  brief  history  of  aviation 
within  the  Army  and  will  provide  a  history  of  Army  Aviation 
(the  difference  in  these  two  seemingly  similar  terms  will  be 
made  clear).  The  purpose  of  this  chapter  is  co  describe  the 
history  of  Army  Aviation  in  order  that  it  may  be  used  to 
assess  tne  Army’s  air  combat  development  efforts. 

1£ 


The  birthday  of  firmy  Aviation  is  officially  recognized 
as  being  6  June  19AS.  This  is  the  day  that  the  Mar 
Department  was  convinced  by  the  Army  to  permit  Field 
Artillery  to  have  their  own  light  aircraft  for  the  purpose  of 
detecting  and  adjusting  artillery  on  targets  that  were  not 
visible  to  ground  based  observers.  The  significance  of  G  June 
is  that  aviation  assets  were  made  directly  responsive 
to  the  ground  commander  (9:11). 

The  history  of  aviation  in  the  Army,  however,  can  be 
traced  to  6  June  1661,  when  Professor  Thadeus  S.  C.  Lowe 
arrived  in  Washington,  D. C.  to  demonstrate  the  wartime  use  of 
balloons.  Professor  Lowe  demonstrated  for  President  Lincoln 
the  capabilities  of  balloons  as  aerial  obsev'vat  ion  olatforms 
in  adjusting  artillery.  As  a  result  of  the  demonstrated 
capabilities  of  the  balloon,  the  Balloon  Corps  was  made  a 
part  of  the  Army  of  the  Potomac  and  Professor  Lowe  was  named 
as  the  Chief  Aeronaut  and  placed  in  charge.  After  the 
Confederates  withdrew  from  around  Washington,  the  Balloon 
Corps  was  placed  under  the  Army  Signal  Corns  to  participate 
in  future  campaigns.  The  Signal  Coras  could  not  support  the 
new  organization  and  it  was  disbanded  in  June  1863.  The 
military  use  of  balloons  by  both  the  North  and  South  durinc: 
the  Civil  War  consisted  of  successes  and  failures  for  both 
sides  but  the  value  of  the  aerial  plat-^'orrn  in  the  conduct  of 
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land  war  was  apparant  to  Army  officev's. 


Tha  Signal  Coros  brought  back  the  balloon  in  time  for 
the  Spanish  American  Uar,  and  on  1  July,  1698  an  Army 
observation  balloon  played  a  key  part  in  the  caoture  of  San 

I 

Juan  Hill.  Aftar  Wilbur  and  Orville  Wright’s  successful 
invantion  in  1903,  the  Army  had  by  1911,  five  airplanes, 
three  balloon,  and  six  officers  to  fly  them.  The  mission  of 
aviation  continued  to  be  observation  and  adjustment  of 
artillery  fire.  On  18  June  191A,  Congress  created  an  Aviation 
Section  within  the  Signal  Corps.  It  was  during  WWI  that  air 
power,  by  itself,  gained  recognition  as  a  potentially 
decisive  element  of  a  nation’s  military  power  (9:ei-£6). 

Following  WWI,  a  movement  emerged  which  maintained  that 
air  power  had  the  potential  to  be  decisive  in  war  and  that 
only  minor  cooperation  with  ground  gorces  would  be  requirea. 
These  proponents  essentially  believed  that  air  power  shoulc 
first  gain  air  superiority,  then  destroy,  by  strategic 
bombing,  a  nation’s  war  producing  capability.  The  proponents 
of  air  power  were  successful  in  generating  the  support  in 
Congress  to  have  the  Air  Corps  created  by  the  Air  Corps  Act 
2  July  1926.  By  1  March  1935,  the  General  Headquarters  Pxr 
Force  was  created  and  olaced  under  the  Army  General  Staff, 
However,  Decause  of  friction  within  the  Army  staff,  General 
Headquarters  Air  Force  was  made  resoonsibie  to  the  Chief  of 
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th»  Air  Corps  in  August  1939.  fill  elements  of  the  air  corps, 
engineers,  signal,  and  other  components  of  the  firmy  that  made 
up  the  elements  of  air  power,  ware  placed  under  the  firmy  fiir 
forces,  created  by  an  Army  regulation  on  SiZi  June  1941.  On  9 
March  194S,  the  Mar  Department  created  "autonomous  and 
co-equal-  commands  within  its  framework:  the  firmy  Ground 
Forces,  the  firmy  fiir  Forces  and  the  firmy  Services  Forces 
(9:38). 

The  fighting  ground  Army,  the  firmy  Ground  Forces,  did 
not  have  an  integral  aviation  capability.  The  fiir  Corns 
existed  after  1942  as  the  chief  component  of  the  firmy  fiir 
Forces.  The  War  Department  agreed  that  the  firmy  Ground  Forces 
had  a  requirement  for  aviation  and  authorized  organic 
aviation  as  part  of  Field  Artillery  to  supolement  air  support 
by  providing  air  observation  for  adjusting  artillery  fires. 

During  World  War  11,  firmy  aviators  flew  light  airplanes 
of  the  Piper  Cub  vintage.  This  type  of  airplane  did  not 
require  a  great  deal  of  logistical  support  and  could  live  ancl 
operate  in  a  field  environment  with  the  ground  soldier,  firmy 
Aviation’s  introduction  into  combat  occurred  during  the 
invasion  of  North  Africa  when  three  L-4’ s  (light  fabric 
covered  airplanes)  took  off  from  thq  USS  Ranger  and  were 
almost  immediately  fired  on  by  most  of  the  ships  in  the 
convoy  (the  convoy  had  been  attacked  earlier  and  the  small 
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Pt-my  «irplano»  not  familiar  to  the  sailors).  Prmy 

Pviation  lived  and  fought  with  the  front  line  divisions  in 
every  theater  during  the  war  performing  missions  of 
reconnaissance,  observation,  and  command  and  control.  They 
used  autobahns,  wheat  fields,  and  even  school  yards  for 
runways  while  conducting  missions  as  part  of  the  Prmy  that 
fought  the  ground  war  <9s 119-180). 

Following  the  war,  in  1946,  the  Prmy  received  its  first 
helicopters  which  were  Bell  YR-13s.  In  1947  the  Prmy  Pir 
Corps  began  teaching  Prmy  aviators  how  to  fly  helicopters; 
however,  this  flight  instruction  did  not  meet  Prmy  standards 
and  in  1948  the  Prmy  began  its  own  instruction  orogram.  In 
1953  the  warrant  officer  aviator  training  program  started  an 
has  since  been  key  in  providing  a  source  of  highly  dedicated 
and  professional  aviators  (9:94-96). 

The  helicopter  proved  itself  as  an  aircraft  with 
tremendous  versatility  and  great  potential.  It  soon  became 
obvious  that  the  helicooter’s  flexibility  and  ability  to 
perform  many  diverse  functions  would  enable  it  to  make  a 
special  contribution  to  the  ground  war.  During  the  Korean 
War,  observation  and  reconnaissance  missions  were  being 
shared  between  a  fleet  of  light  airplanes  and  the 
helicopters,  but  it  was  in  the  field  of  medical  evacuation 
that  the  helicopter  excelled  (9:180-185).  Because  of  the 


operational  flexibility  of  the  helicopter  and  the  experiences 
of  the  Korean  War,  the  seeds  for  the  operational  concept  of 
"airmobil ity"  were  planted. 

The  airmobil ity  concept  proposed  the  integration  of 
aerial  vehicles  organic  to  the  Prmy*  to  enhance  mobility, 
firepower,  intelligence,  and  command  and  control.  On  SI 
ftugust  1952,  the  Army  took  a  significant  step  when  the 
decision  was  made  to  form  twelve  helicopter  battalions.  Even 
though  the  aircraft  at  that  time  did  not  have  the  capability 
to  provide  the  envisioned  mobility,  and  the  fact  that 
doctrine  and  tactics  were  nonexistant,  there  were  a  few  Army 
aviators  that  had  a  vision  of  the  future.  After  Kot'ea,  the 
development  of  the  armed  helicopter  began  when  Army  aviators 
experimented  with  mounting  machine  guns  on  their  H-I3s.  Also, 
during  the  mid  and  late  fifties,  organic  Army  Aviation  was 
beginning  to  be  recognized  as  a  means  by  which  combat 
operations  could  be  conducted  over  areas  of  great  depth  and 
breath  such  as  might  be  required  on  a  nuclear  battlefield 
(10:4). 

The  early  development  of  airmobil ity  may  have  been  based 
on  the  assumption  that  its  use  was  applicable  to  the  nuclear 
battlefield,  but  it  was  during  an  entirely  different  type  of 
conflict  that  the  airmobil ity  concept  matured.  The  United 
States  aircraft  carrier  USS  Card  docked  in  South  Vietnam  on 
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11  D«c*mb«r  1961t  with  3Q  U.  S.  Army  H-*£:l  halicoptars  and 
man  aboard.  Tha  aignificanca  of  this  avent  was  that  it 
raprasantad  tha  first  major  symbol  of  Amarican  military  powar 
in  Viatnam  and  it  raprasantad  tha  baginning  of  a  new  ara  of 
airmobility  for  tha  Army  (10i3>. 

It  was  during  1961  that  Secretary  of  Defense  McNamara 
prodded  tha  Army’s  leadership  to  move  more  aggressively  in 
its  aviation  procurement  initiatives.  During  that  same  yeav', 
Secretary  McNamara  exprassed  his  concerns  that  aviation 
initiatives  were  spread  over  too  many  years  and  that  the  Army 
was  too  conservative.  In  the  Spring  of  19&2,  he  sent  a  memo 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  directing  a  reexamination  of 
what  was  needed  for  the  Army  to  gain  the  maximum  mobility  on 
the  battlefield  that  was  within  the  scooe  of  current 
technology  (10:17“18>.  Soldiers  within  the  Army  had  the 
vision  of  airmobility  but  the  Army  as  an  institution  was  slow 
to  embrace  the  concept. 

As  a  result  of  Secretary  McNamara’s  interest,  General 
Howze,  Commanding  General  of  XVI II  Aiv’borne  Corps,  was 
appointed  as  president  of  a  board  to  conduct  a  reexamination 
of  the  role  of  Army  aviation  and  of  Army  aircraft 
requirements.  The  most  significant  activity  of  the  Howze 
Board  was  the  investigation,  testing,  and  evaluation  of  the 
organization  and  operational  concepts  of  airmobility.  The 
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most  rsvolut ionsry  finding  of  ths  board  was  ths 
rscommsndat ion  for  ths  airmobils  division.  This  typs  of 
division  was  to  havs  459  aircraft  and  was  dssignad  to  ba  able 
to  lift  one  third  of  its  infantry  at  one  time.  The  artillery 
of  the  division  was  to  ba  lifted  by  CH-47  cargo  helicopters. 
Instead  of  tanks,  the  airmobile  division  was  to  have 
twenty-four  armed  mohawks  <a  twin  engine  airplane)  and  36 
UH-1  Huey  helicopters  armed  with  2.75  inch  rockets.  In 
addition  to  the  airmobile  division,  the  Howze  Board 
recommended  the  organization  of  an  air  combat  brigade.  The 
mission  of  the  brigade  was  a  traditional  cavalry  mission  of 
reconnaissance  and  security,  and  mobility  for  the  brigade  was 
to  be  provioed  by  315  aircraft  of  which  144  were  to  be  attack 
helicopters  (10;2i3-24). 

The  Prrny  had  been  eKperiment  ing  with  the  armed 
helicopter  since  the  mid  1950s  when- machineguns  were  mounted 
on  H-13s.  During  the  early  years  of  Vietnam,  the  need  arose 
for  an  attack  helicopter  and  through  a  system  of  trial  and 
error,  just  about  every  helicopter  in  the  inventory  was  used 
as  an  attack  helicopter.  In  addition,  the  Prrny  was  sensitive 
to  criticism  for  not  striving  to  maximize  the  operational 
potential  of  its  emerging  airmobility  doctrine.  During  this 
same  period.  Bell  Helicopter  was  conducting  its  own  research 
and  development  program  using  basic  UH-1  technology  to 
develop  the  PH-1  Cobra  attack  helicopter.  Because  of  the 
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immsdiata  raquiramant  in  Viatnam  for  an  attack  halicoptar, 

J 

tha  Army's  sansitivity  to  Dapartmant  of  Dafansa  criticismt 
and  tha  availability  of  tha  AH**!,  tha  dacision  was  mada  to 
procura  tha  Cobra  as  tha  Army's  first  attack  halicoptar.  Tha 

I 

•  I 

AH-1  Cobra  arrivad  in  Viatnam  in  Saptambar,  1967  (i0il45). 

I 

I 

□n  16  Juna  1966,  a  U. 8.  radar  station  raportad  tan 
unidantifiad  halicoptars  locatad  just  south  of  tha 
dami  1  itarizad  zona  saparating  North:  and  South  Viatnain. 

Throughout  tha  nights  of  16  and  17  June,  numerous  reports 

I 

were  racalvad  of  enemy  halicoptars  operating  in  the  DMZ.  As  a 

I 

result  of  the  sightings,  7th  Air  Force  dispatched  a  message 
stating  that  all  aircraft,  fixad  and  rotary  wing,'  operating 
in  I  Corps  would  be  undar  posit iva  control  of  the  Air  Force 
radar  station.  This  massaga,  if  compliad  with,  would  have 
brought  all  ground  operations  in  I  Corps  to  a  halt  including 
emergency  resupply  and  medical  evacuation.  At  the  time,  it 
was  pointed  out  to  the  Air  force  that  the  AH-1  might  be  the 
best  way  to  handle  the  helicopter  threat.  Eventually,  it  was 
concluded  that  the  enemy  helicopter  threat  was  not  real  and 
the  requirement  for  positive  control  of  all  aircraft  was 
dropped.  The  Army  pointed  out  to  the  Air  Force  that  they  had 
no  command  relationship  over  Army  aviation  operations. 

Further,  if  the  Army  had  compliad  with  the  requirement  for 

I 

positive  control,  the  system  could  not  have  handled  the 
volume  of  air  traffic  that  would  have  been  created  by  1,00(3 

8A 


halicoptars  oparating  in  I  Corps  (10tl93). 

During  Viotnam,  ths  1st  Cavalry  Division  and  ths  101at 
Airborns  Division  wars  both  convartad  to  airmobila  divisions 
and  thair  organizations  wars  closa  to  that  which  was 

I 

racoMmandad  by  tha  Howza  Board  <axcapt  tha  Mohawk  airplane 
was  navar  standardized  as  a  closa  air  support  aircraft).  The 
1st  Cavalry  Division  (Airmobile),  the  101st  Airborne  Division 
(Airmobi la) , and  the  1st  Aviation  Brigade,  plus  other  Army 
Aviation  units  made  a  significant  contribution  to  tha 
mobility,  firepower,  Intel ligenca  gathering  efforts,  and 
command  and  control  of  Army  forces  in  Vietnam. 

Another  era  of  the  Vietnam  war  and  another  chapter  of 
Army  Aviation  was  about  to  be  written  starting  in  the  fall  of 
1970.  The  North  Vietnamese  had  intensified  oressure  in  the 
northern  part  of  South  Vietnam  and  U.S.  intelligence  revealed 
that  their  objectives  were  a  multi-divisional  attack  against 
the  cities  of  Quang  Tri  and  Hue,  using  the  A  Shau  Valley  as 
an  avenue  of  approach  into  Hun.  To  counter  the  North 
Vietnamese  buildup  in  Laos  and  the  A  Shau  Valley,  General 
Creighton  Abrams  made  the  decision  to  attack  into  Laos  with 
the  South  Vietnamese  Army  on  the  ground  supported  by  the  U.S. 
Army  providing  the  air  mobility,  firepower,  intelligence 
gathering,  and  command  and  control  (11:14-15). 


It  was  a  conventional  war  along  the  Ho  Chi  Winh  Trail 
in  Laos  which  challenged  Army  Aviation  with  the  most  dense 
concentration  of  antiaircraft  fire  of  the  war,  and  the  South 
Vietnamese  Army  with  the  bloodiest  sustained  ground  combat 
since  the  Tet  Offensive  in  lS6d«  The  United  States  committed 
more  air  and  artillery  support  to  this  single  battle,  LAMSOM 
719,  than  at  any  other  time  during  the  war.  Also,  more 
helicopters  were  shot  down  during  the  LAMSON  719  operation 
than  at  any  other  comparable  time  during  the  war.  For  the 
first  time  in  combat,  AH-IQ  Cobras  engaged  and  destroyed 
enemy  armor.  The  battle  of  LAMSON  719  was  not  a  low  intensity 
conflict,  but  rather  an  attack  against  an  entrenched,  well 
equipped,  and  numerically  superior  force.  Even  though  there 
were  significant  helicopter  losses,  all  of  the  operational 
objectives  were  achieved  and  it  is  generally  concluded  tnat 
if  it  had  not  been  for  the  capability  provided  by  Army 
Aviation  (and  the  contributions  of  the  Air  Force  and  Mav'ines) 
this  operation  would  never  had  been  even  planned  (lEiG). 

Following  Vietnam,  the  1st  Cavalry  Division  was 
converted  into  an  Armored  Division,  and  the  101st  Airborne 
Division  (Airmobile)  retained  its  aviation  structure  but  was 
renamed  the  101st  Airborne  Division  (Air  Assault).  Numerous 
other  changes  took  place  in  Army  Aviation.  Based  on  the 
threat.  Army  aviators  changed  their  flight  environment  to 
terraif"!  flight.  The  Air  Cavalry  Combat  Brigade  was  tested  and 
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th«  fith  Cavalry  Brigada  grwM  out  of  tho«»  taats  to  bacoma 
Army  Aviation* a  rapid  daploymant  tank  killing  brigada.  Tbe 
AH— 10  Cobra  aaa  modifiad  to  bacoma  tha  AH- IS  TOM  firing  tank 
killar,  and  tha  UH-1  ia  bamg  raplacad  by  tha  UH-60,  a  twin 
angina,  160  knot,  troop  carrying  aaaault  halicoptar.  With  the 
fialding  of  night  viaion  davicaa,  darknaaa  haa  become  tha 
environment  of  choice  for  Army  Aviation.  The  moat  significant 
contributor  to  modern  ground  warfare  may  be  tha  AH-&4  Apache 
attack  halicoptar  that  ia  now  being  fielded.  Under  a  recent 
reorganization,  every  division  of  the  Army  will  have  an 
aviation  brigada.  However,  the  moat  significant  recent  event 
for  Army  Aviation  haa  been  the  designation  of  aviation  as  a 
branch  of  the  Army. 

On  13  April  1963,  the  last  milestone-  was  achieved 
when  tha  Secretary  of  the  Army,  John  0. Marsh, 
approved  Army  Aviation  as  a  separate  branch  of  the 
Army.  The  names  of  new  heroes  must  now  be  added  to 
our  history.  Meyer,  Otis,  and  Galvin,  all 
nonaviators,  believed  in  Aviation  and  made  it 
possible  for  the  branch  to  be  formed.  West, 

Harrison,  and  Estes  developed  the  implementation 
plan  and  charted  our  initial  course.  Maddox  and 
Parker  have  commanded  the  Army  Aviation  Center  of 
excellence  during  this,  our  most  challenging  era. 

We  pour  champagne  to  salute  those  who  came  before 
and  those  who,  today  lead  us  forward  as  the  newest, 
strongest  and  swiftest  branch  of  the  Army. ...  Army 
Aviation  has  flown  "Above  The  Best"  through  three 
wars.  It  always  provided  ground  commanders  with  the 
air  assault  support  needed  to  win  in  combat.  Now, 
with  branch  status,  we  stand  on  the  threshold  of 
unlimited  potential  in  the  development  of  Army 
Aviation  tactics.  We* 11  still  be  flying  Above  The 
Best,  but  now  we* 11  also  be  fighting 
shoulder-to-shoulder  as  a  full  combat  arms  partner 
in  the  finest  Army  in  the  world  <13:£1>. 

The  above  quote  from  a  ceremony  reflects  Army  Aviat'ion’s 
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proud  haritag*  and  tha  importanca  that  is  placad  by  Army 

Aviators  on  baing  racognizad  as  mambars  of  tha  Army’s 

combinad  arms  taam.  Tha  history  provided  thus  far,  describes 

how  Army  Aviation  evolved  to  become  a  component  of  the  ground 

war.  Tha  evolution  of  Army  Aviation  proceeded  down  a  colorful 

and  somewhat  bumpy  road  that  eventually  led  to  a  fork.  The 

proponents  of  air  power  went  in  one  direction  and  the  small 

group  of  aviators  that  was  left,  stood  on  a  narrow  path  that 

led  to  an  uncertain  future.  Brigadier  General,  Retired  John 

C.  Bahsen,  describes  the  pilots  in  the  Army  on  6  June  19AS; 

Pilots  left  to  the  Army  by  that  agreement,  most  of 
them  artillery  officers,  had  their  own  set  of 
"second  class’  wings,  known  as  liaison  oilot  wings, 
and  were  generally  organic  to  the  artillery  or  to  a 
specific  headquarters  (14:82). 

Those  aviators  wearing  "second  class"  wings  have  evolved  into 
full  members  of  the  combined  arms  team. 

Army  Aviations  roots  are  in  the  mud  with  the  foot 
soldier.  To  use  Army  Aviation  in  air  combat  (to  fight 
air-to-air)  represents  a  revolutionary  departure  from  the 
traditional  role  of  contributing  to  winning  the  ground  war. 

It  is  the  battle  on  the  ground  that  ultimately  must  be 
victorious.  History  teaches  that  a  combined  arms  team  which 
includes  aviation  is  the  most  powerful  of  modern  ground 
forces.  The  challenge  for  Army  Aviation  is  to  meet  the  threat 
along  with  the  other  members  of  the  combined  arms  team. 
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CHAPTER  4 


OPERATIONAL  CONCEPT  FOR  COMBINED  ARMS  AIR  DEFENSE 

Th(v  discussion  of  ths  Sovist  ijhreat  and  ths  devaloprnants 
in  doctrins  and  hardwars  that  havs  svolvsd  ovar  the  last 
twanty  yaars  claarly  indicata  that  the  Soviats  have  fully 
integrated  the  helicopter  into  their  offensive  operations  to 
insure  that  ground  forces  can  maintain  the  momentum  of  the 
attack  and  accomplish  thair  objectives.  Sufficient  evidence 
also  indicates  that  Soviet  attack  helicopters  will  be 
equipped  with  an  air-to-air  capability  to  counter  the  NATO 
attack  helicopter  and  fixed  wing  close  air  support  aircraft 
that  are  a  real  throat  to  the  successful  accomplishment  of 
their  ground  war.  Further,  the  fact  that  the  Soviets  are  in 
the  throughs  of  producing  an  armed  helicopter  specifically 
designed  for  air-to-air  brings  to  the  battlefield  a 
significant  threat  for  which  their  is  no  western  counterpart. 
These  significant  changes  i.n  Soviet  doctrine  and  capability 
along  with  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  publication,  JCS  Pub  26, 
Joint  Doctrine  for  Theater  Counterair  Operations,  have  caused 
the  Army  to  reexamine  and  expand  its  air  defense  contribution 
to  the  theater  counterair  campaign. 

The  purpose  of  this  chapter  is  to  examine  the  Army’s 
role  in  counterair  operations  as  outlined  in  JCS  Pub  26  and 
examine  the  Army  air  defense  operational  concent  paying 
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particular  attention  to  the  role  Army  Aviation  will  play  in 
execution  of  the  Army* s  combined  arms  air  defense  doctrine. 

i 

Though  the  operational  concept  is  in  the  develoomental 
stages,  there  is  sufficient  work  completed  to  provide  a 
reasonable  framework  for  analysis,  , keeping  in  mind  that  there 
inevitably  will  be  some  changes  before  the  final  concept  is 
published  as  the  Army  position. 


JCS  Pub  26  provides  the  doctrinal  framework  for  theater 
counterair  operations  and  is  applicable  to  unified  commands, 
their  subordinate  commands  and  those  joint  task  forces  that 
may  be  established  to  conduct  specific  missions  directed  by 
the  NCA  <20:  I*"!).  The  doctrine  specifies  responsibilities  of 
the  air  component  commander  for  the  theater  counterair 
campaign  and  specifies  the  contributions  of  the  ground 
component  commander  to  the  overall  theater  effort.  The 
oublication  states  that 

Normally  the  joint  force  air  component  commanaer 
will  be  the  Service  component  commander  who  has  the 
preponderance  of  air  assets  to  be  used  and  the 
ability  to  assume  that  responsibility.  The 
tactical  and  strategic  forces  may  be  committed  to 
counterair  operations  as  well  as  other  contributing 
forces  such  as  SOF,  elements  of  Army,  Navy,  Air 
Force  and  Marine  Aviation,  surface  air  defense,  and 
EW  forces,  remain  under  the  command  of  their 
respective  components  (15:111-4). 


This  command  relationship  statement  establishes  that  ground 
component  commanders  of  Corps  and  below  are  responsible  for 
the  conduct  of  counterair  operations  within  their  areas  of 


operations  and  Army  Aviation,  spacifically  tha  halicopter 
force,  will  contribute  to  the  counterair  campaign  as  a  member 
of  the  ground  maneuver  force. 


In  order  to  provide  a  framework  for  discussion,  some 

definitions  are  required  to  understand  the  terminology  used 

in  JCS  Pub  26.  Counterair  operations  are 

Air  operations  conducted  to  attain  and  maintain  a 
desired  degree  of  air  superiority  by  the 
destruction  or  neutralization  of  enemy  forces. 
Counterair  operations  include  such  measures  as  the 
use  of  interceptors,  bombers,  antiaircraft  guns, 
surface-to-air  missiles,  electronic 
countermeasures,  and  destruction  of  the  air  or 
missile  threat  both  before  and  after  it  is 
launched.  Other  measures  that  are  taken  to 
minimize  the  effects  to  hostile  air  actions  are 
cover  and  concealment,  dispersion,  deception 
(including  electronic),  and  mobility.  Both 
offensive  and  defensive  are  involved.  The  former 
range  throughout  enemy  territory  and  are  normally 
conducted  at  the  initiative  of  friendly  forces. 

The  latter  are  normally  conducted  near  or  over 
friendly  forces  and  are  generally  reactive  to  the 
initiative  of  the  enemy  air  forces  (15:B4>. 


This  all  encompassing  definition  is  extremely  important 
because  it  identifies  the  two  categories  (offensive 
counterair  and  defensive  counterair)  and  where  on  the 
battlefield  these  two  operations  will  generally  take  place. 
Specifically,  offensive  counterair  (OCA)  opev'ations  are 
conducted  to  destroy,  disrupt,  or  limit  enemy  air  power  as 
close  to  its  source  as  possible.  Defensive  counterair  (DCA) 
is  the  protection  of  assets  from  air  attack  through  both 
defense  and  destruction  of  the  enemy’s  capacity  to  attack 


31 


(iSiBS).  With  raspsct  to  apacial  ralationships  on  the 
battlefialdf  OCP  is  generally  conducted  forward  of  the 
Forward  Line  of  Troops  (FLOT)  and  DCA  is  conducted  to  the 
rear  of  the  FLOT.  A  brief  discussion  of  OCA  and  DCA  will 
describe  where  helicopter  forces  will  play  a  role  under  the 
control  of  the  ground  force  commander. 

Offensive  counterair  operations  as  discussed  in  JCS  Pub 
26  is  primarily  an  Pir  Force  mission  to  destroy  enemy  targets 
forward  of  the  FLOT.  The  QCP  missi^on  at  times  may  become 
such  a  critical  mission  thatf  if  sufficient  resources  are  not 
apportioned  to  this  mission,  the  success  of  the  ground 
campaign  may  wall  be  in  jeopardy.  In  fact,  JCS  Pub  26 
recognizes  this  fact  by  stating  “Whenever  hostile  air  power 
has  the  potential  to  threaten  friendly  operations,  OCA 
operations  must  be  considered  for  a  major  role  in  tactical 
operations"  (15;lV-4).  This  statement  implies  that  the  modern 
battlefield  may  require  the  joint  force  commander  to 
apportion  a  greater  amount  of  his  air  assets  to  attack 
follow-on  forces  as  part  of  deep  operations  before  they  are 
committed  to  the  main  battle  area.  These  targets  will  be 
attacked  both  in  the  air  and  on  the  ground  and  as  close  to 
their  source  as  feasible.  With  respect  to  aerial  vehicles, 
JCS  Pub  26  states  "This  category  may  include  enemy  fiKed-wing 
aircraft,  helicopters,  RPV* s,  and  cruise  missiles"  (15;1V-1>, 
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The  joint  publication  also  recognizes  that  all  forces 
have  a  capability  to  conduct  OCA  within  the  scope  and  spirit 
of  the  definition  by  stating  "...therefore,  the  capabilities 
of  all  assets  must  be  exploited  in  the  conduct  of  counterair 
operations!  attacks  by  ground,  airborne  or  air-mobile  forces; 
air  and  ground  attack  and  intelligence  operations  by  SOF 
(including  organized  resistance  activities);  and  armed 
helicopters"  (15:lV-6).  This  statement  establishes  the 
doctrinal  base  for  the  use  of  forces  under  the  control  of  the 
ground  force  commander  to  participate  in  OCA  forward  of  the 
PLOT  in  support  of  the  ground  commanders’  scheme  of  maneuver. 
This  is  important  because  it  lays  the  doctrinal  groundwork 
for  offensive  helicopter  counterair  operations  which  will  be 
discussed  later. 

Defensive  counterair  operations  as  described  in  JCS  Pub 
£6  are  "...conducted  primarily  in  reaction  to  enemy  air 
offensive  initiatives  and  include  all  measures  and  means 
designed  to  nullify  or  reduce  the  effectiveness  of  hostile 
air  attacks  against  the  joint  force.  The  purpose  of  DCA 
operations  is  to  provide  a  secure  area  from  which  all 
elements  of  the  joint  force  can  operate  effectively" 

(15:V-1).  An  important  point  is  that  AIR  DEFENSE  is 
synonymous  with  DCA  in  JCS  Pub  £6  vernacular.  With  respect 
to  armed  helicopters 
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Th»M  aircraft  will  normally  ba  employed  throughout 
the  theater  integral  to  the  maneuver  operations  of 
a  land  combined  arms  force.  These  operations  may 
require  air  crews  to  engage  enemy  air  or  ground 
forces,  especially  enemy  helicopters  and 
battlefield  air  defenses,  in  air-to-air  or 
air-to-ground  combat  to  protect  themselves  and 
other  elements  of  the  land  force.  Such  combat  is 
normally  engaged  while  executing  the  mission  orders 
of  the  ground  force  commander  to  achieve  assigned 
objectives  of  the  land  force,  but  in  so  doing 
compliments  the  theater  counterair  campaign 
throughout  the  full  depth  of  the  battlefield 
(15:V-8). 


Within  the  context  of  air  defense  are  active  and  passive 
measures.  Passive  measures  are  those  measures  required  by 
all  members  of  the  joint  force  to  provide  the  maximum 
protection  for  friendly  assets  and  to  complicate  the  enemy’s 
targeting  process.  Active  air  defense  is  "...  conducted  using 
airborne  and  surface-based  ESM  and  SIBENT  and  weapon  systems, 
supported  by  secure  and  highly  responsive  communications,  in 
order  to  detect,  identify,  intercept,  and  engage  and  destroy 
or  track  hostile  or  potential  hostile  airborne  vehicles" 
<15:V-1) . 


Armed  helicopters  are  discussed  in  detail  in  DCA 

operations.  JCS  Pub  £6  states  that 

In  DCA  operations,  air-to-air  combat  planning  for 
armed  helicopters  must  be  netted  into  and 
coordinated  with  the  maneuver  commander’s  plan  and 
scheme  of  maneuver.  This  allows  armed  helicopters 
to  conduct  air-to-air  combat  operations  when  the 
need  arises,  under  the  command  of  their  oarent 
organization,  while  accomplishing  their  primary 
mission.  Units  will  be  integrated  into  the  air 
defense  net  to  obtain  information  about  friendly 
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air  dafanaa  positions,  currant  air  threat 
inforwation,  waapons  control  status,  and  coverage 
areas  (ISsV-lO). 

This  doctrinal  statement  has  important  command  and  control 
implications  for  Army  Aviation  which  will  be  brought  out 
later  in  this  discussion. 

Doctrine  for  theater  counterair  operations  clearly 
enpresses  a  joint  responsibility  to  defeat  the  air  threat 
within  the  theater  and  has  placed  an  additional 
responsibility  on  the  United  States  Army  to  develop  an 
operational  concept  that  articulates  its  contribution  to  the 
campaign.  This  joint  guidance  brings  forth  new  concepts  and 
challenges  for  the  Army.  Prior  to  the  005,  air  defense  of 
the  ground  force  was  the  responsibility  of  the  Air  Defense 
Artillery  branch  of  the  Army.  Army  Aviation  provided  combat, 
combat  support,  and  combat  service  support  aircraft  to  the 
Army.  Combat  helicopters  specifically  contributed  directly 
to  the  ground  commander’s  available  combat  where  and  when  the 
commander  required  such  a  force.  The  addition  of  a  new 
mission  of  helicopter  air-to-air  combat  required  the  Army  to 
reexamine  the  role  of  armed  helicopters  in  light  of  this  new 
mission.  Changes  in  the  threat  contributed  to  a  need  for  an 
indepth  study  of  air  defense  of  ground  forces. 

Two  studies,  the  Forward  Area  Air  Defense  (FAAD)  Working 


Group  and  th»  ADA  Laydown,  publiahad  thair  rasults  in  196&. 
Fioth  raporta  indicatad  that  tha  Army  naaded  to  implament  a 
combinad  arms  approach  to  countarair  and  acknowledged  that 
the  affect ivaness  of  enemy  air  exceeded  the  capability  of  Air 
Defense  Artillery  Tha  stUdy  indicated  that  air  • 

defense  required  more  players  than  just  the  Air  Defense 
Artillery  community  to  defeat  Soviet  air  capabilities 
particularly  the  Soviet  armed  helicopter  threat.  To  further 
institutionalize  the  concept  of  combined  arms  air  defense, 
Training  and  Doctrine  Command  <TRADQC}  established  seven 
primary  functional  areas  that  would  contribute  to  air 
defense..  Aviation  was  now  institutionalized  as  a  full 
player  in  the  counterair  mission  along  with  infantry,  armor, 
artillery,  air  defense  artillery,  intelligence,  electronic 
warfare,  command,  control  and  communications  (16:18). 

In  late  1987,  the  final  coordinating  draft  of  the 
Operational  Concept  for  Combined  Arms  Air  Defense  was 
distributed  to  functional  proponents  for  final  comment.  The 
Operational  Concept  statement  establishes  a  base  document 
upon  which  p  'oponents  will  develop  doctrine,  establish 
training,  identify  force  structure  requirements  and  base 
future  material  developments  necessary  to  execute  the 
doctrine  (16:18).  The  remainder  of  this  discussion  will 
focus  on  the  Operational  Concept  with  emphasis  on  issues 
relating  to  Army  Aviation. 
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UhAt  doss  an  Operational  Concept  mean  and  what  purpose 
does  it  serve?  An  operational  concept  for  air  defense 
describes  the  capabilities  the  Army  requires  to  plan, 
coordinate,  and  execute  the  Army  portion  of  the  joint 
doctrine  outlined  in  JCS  Pub  S6,  within  the  doctrinal 
framework  of  Airland  Battle  Doctrine  (FM  l®0-5).  It  serves 
as  a  guide  to  follow-on  combat  development  efforts  to 
implement  that  doctrine.  It  also  establishes  a  conceptual 
linkage  between  the  Forward  Area  Air  Defense  System  (FAADS) 
and  other  command,  control,  communications  and  intelligence 
systems  in  the  Army.  Mora  importantly,  the  concept  provides 
a  statement  of  how  the  Army  has  decided  to  use  its  assets  to 
support  the  joint  counterair  doctrine  and  control  those 
assets  during  deep,  close,  and  rear  operations  (I7:iii>. 

From  a  command  and  control  perspective,  the  Operational 
Concept  acknowledges  that  Army  ground  component  commanders  at 
corps  level  and  below  will  control  air  defense  assets  to 
support  his  scheme  of  maneuver;  to  provide  for  freedom  of 
maneuver,  to  protect  critical  command,  control  and 
intelligence  assets,  to  sustain  the  battle,  and  to  kill  enemy 
air  targets  (17:7).  This  statement  of  command  and  control 
responsibilities  is  in  concert  with  JCS  Pub  £6  and  implies 
that  Army  Aviation  at  corps  level  and  below  will  be  under  the 
control  of  the  ground  maneuver  commandev'. 


With  rsspect  to  framaMork,  Th»  Army*s  coricsptual 
Btatamant  ub«s  the  same  terminology  of  offensive  and 
defensive  counterair  operations  to  frame  its  air  defense 
objectives  in  support  of  the  counterair  campaign  as  does  JCS 
Pub  S6.  Defensive  counterair  operations  are  further 
subdivided  into  active  and  passive  operations  in  the  same 
manner  outlined  in  JCS  Pub  S6.  OCA  captures  the  initiative 
to  destroy  or  reduce  the  enemy* s  air  po^er  at  the  time  and 
place  which  best  supports  the  commander’s  intent  while  active 
DCA  is  a  reaction  to  the  enemy’s  initiative. 

Offensive  counterair  resources  available  to  the  tactical 
ground  commander  are  normally  limited  to  organic  tube 
artillery,  rocket  artillery,  EW,  aviation  assets, 
specifically  armed  helicopters,  and  other  systems  made 
available  to  the  commander  from  outside  sources  (17:11).  The 
use  of  armed  helicopters  in  OCA  in  practical  terms  is  similar 
to  cross  PLOT  operations  or  deep  strikes  using  AH  64  Apache 
attack  helicopters  against  air  targets  on  the  ground  rather 
than  armored  targets.  The  importance  of  this  doctrinal 
statement  with  respect  to  OCA  is  that  the  mission  is 
acknowledged  and  is  determined  to  be  within  the  capabilities 
of  attack  helicopter  forces. 

Coordination  of  OCA  is  critically  important.  Assets  from 
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thaatar  undar  tha  control  of  tha  ftir  Componant  CoMWiandar 
<normally  Air  Forca  fixad  wing  aaaBta  or  otner  fixad  wing 
asaata  from  othar  aarvicaa  aa  diractad  by  the  joint  force 
commander)  and  tactical  aaaata  under  the  control  of  tha 
Ground  Componant  Commander  at  cor pa  level  and  below  muat  be 
coordinated  to  anaura  unity  of  effort  whan  attacking  targets 
forward  of  the  FLOT.  Tha  operational  concept  states  that 
close  coordination  between  tha  Tactical  Air  Control  Center 
(TACO  and  the  Battlefield  Control  Element  (BCE),  in 
conjunction  with  a  dialogue  between  the  Air  Component 
Commander  (ACC)  and  the  ground  commander  provides  the 
mechanism  for  successful  joint  execution  of  offensive 
counterair  operations  (21s 12).  The  TACC  "...has  the  requisite 
knowledge,  communications  and  capability  to  manage  the 
offensive  counterair  effort.  The  BCE  at  the  TACC  has  the  Land 
Component  Commander  (LCC)  priorities  and  guidance,  and 
possesses  the  requisite  knowledge  of  the  battlefield 
situation  to  integrate  Army  capabilities  with  the  offensive 
counterair  effort"  (17:12). 

Control  of  assets  conducting  OCA  at  the  tactical  level 
must  be  accomplished  at  the  control  center  responsible  for 
integration  of  functions  taking  place  on  the  battlefield.  "At 
each  tactical  level,  the  command  post  controls  the  ernoloyment 
of  maneuver  and  fire  support  forces,  electronic  combat 
systems,  and  aviation  systems  assigned  to  Air  Defense  tasks. 


39 


Army  commandarm  aKVCuta  OCA  actions  using  organic  systams  and 
tho  supporting  asssts  of  othsr  ssrvicss.  This  is  coord inatsd 
through  tho  Firs  Support  Clamant  (FSE)  and  with  the 
coordination  and  liaison  assistance  of  the  Army  BCE  elemant 
within  the  TACC"  (17s 16). 

Though  OCA  can  be  conducted  at  tha  tactical  level  within 
the  limitations  of  the  assets  available  to  the  ground 
component  commander,  tha  risks  involved  in  penetrating  the 
PLOT  with  armed  helicopters  must  be  weighed  against  the 
expected  results.  The  armed  helicopter  force  is  a  valuable 
maneuver  force  that  can  quickly  influence  the  battle. 
Therefore,  commitment  to  OCA  is  a  critical  decision,  the 
results  of  which  may  weigh  heavily  on  future  battles  if  the 
armed  helicopters  suffer  excessive  losses.  The  end  must 
justify  the  means.  Offensive  counterair  operations  can  be 
accomplished  by  tactical  forces,  however,  the  preponderance 
of  counterair  operations  in  support  of  the  ground  commander’s 
scheme  of  maneuver  will  most  likely  be  defensive  counterair 
operat ions. 

Active  defensive  counterair  operations  <DCA)  or  more 
appropriately  termed  "Air  Defense",  are  defensive  actions 
taken  to  destroy  attacking  enemy  aircraft.  Active  DCA 
requires  that  all  members  of  the  combined  arms  team 
contribute  to  air  defense.  "While  the  weapon  systems  of 
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cofflbintid  arms  msmbsrs  othsr  than  AOP  ars  not  ootimized  for 

ths  Air  Dsfsnse  rols,  thay  ars  capabls  of  contributing  to  the 

attack  of  hostile  aircraft  when  required"  (17*16).  Referring 

to  the  previous  chapter  on  the  threat,  the  Soviets  have  come 

to  the  same  conclusion.  Air  superiority  must  be  achieved  if 

ground  forces  are  to  accomplish  their  objectives.  Similarly, 

the  Army  is  concerned  about  the  impact  of  Soviet  armed 

helicopters  on  friendly  operations,  particularly  maneuver. 

The  Operational  Concepts  states  that 

The  immediate  threat  to  maneuver  forces  in  the 
close  operation  is  enemy  ground  and  air  systems, 
which  can  quickly  deliver  affective  direct  and 
indirect  firepower  on  individual  weapon  systems  and 
small  tactical  formations.  The  air  threat  is 
composed  primarily  of  attack  helicopters,  close  air 
support  fixed  wing  aircraft,  and  drones.  Highly 
mobile  attack  helicopters  can  affectively  engage 
friendly  forces  from  stand-off  ranges  well  within 
enemy  territory  using  evasive  tactics  and 
techniques  and  firepower  (17*16). 


To  this  point,  the  doctrinal  framework  for  the  conduct 
of  countarair  operations  has  been  described  and  the  Army’s 
operational  concept  to  contribute  to  the  countarair  campaign 
has  been  briefly  discussed  paying  particular  attention  to 
Army  Aviation  as  a  key  player.  The  final  discussion  will 
focus  directly  on  the  role  Army  Aviation  intends  to  play  in 
the  counterair  effort. 


Army  Aviation  will  play  an  important  role  in  the 
counterair  mission.  As  the  Soviets  continue  to  increase  the 
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quant  it !•«  of  armad  hslicoptara  on  tha  battlefiald,  thara 
will  ba  incraaaad  compatition  batwaan  armad  helicoptara  for 
tha  lifflitad  air  manauvar  apaca  in  tha  vicinity  of  ground 
forcaa.  Thia  compatition  will  inavitably  rasult  in  chance 
angagamanta  of  halicoptar  forcaa.  Howevar,  it  cannot  be 
forgotten  that  combat  halicoptera  are  firat  and  foremoat  a 
manauvar  force  with  inherent  combat  power  that  can  quickly 
influence  the  battle.  For  thia  reason  tha  terrain  flight 
environment,  eaaantial  to  halicoptar  manauvar,  muat  be 
controlled  in  order  for  combat  helicopters  to  be  effective. 

Offanaiva  count arair  oparationa  are  within  the 
capability  of  aviation  assets.  When  OCA  is  conducted,  air 
related  targets  are  beyond  tha  range  or  capability  of  corps 
artillery  forces.  "Tha  primary  aviation  assets  for 
conducting  daap  attacks  in  support  of  OCA  operation  are 
corps- level  attack  helicopter  units  in  conjunction  with  EW 
and  ground  fires  designed  to  suppress  enemy  air  defense 
(SEfiO) "  <16:S).  In  terms  of  equipment,  this  force  will 
consist  of  the  flH-64  Apache  and  the  0H-5SC/D  and  there 
missions  will  be  performed  at  night  to  increase 
survivability.  The  deep  attack  force  will  transit  the  threat 
zone  of  operations  employing  Aircraft  Survivability  Equipment 
(ASE)  and  night  vision  devices  that  permit  high  speed  contour 
flight  beneath  the  enemy  air  defense  envelope  (18:5). 


AS 


D«f»n«iv«  count era ir  oparations  ar«  dascribad  as  purely 
raactiva  air  combat  charactarizad  by  aggressive  action  in 
ordar  to  create  and  maintain  a  favorable  air  situation 
(16i7).  The  importance  of  this  statement  is  that  it  provides 
a  framework  for  how  armed  helicopters  will  be  employed  on  the 
battlefield.  Armed  helicopters  will  not  support  both  the 
air-to-ground  mission  and  the  air-to-air  mission  concurrently 
but  will  be  tasked  by  the  ground  maneuver  commander  to 
augment  the  active  OCA  effort  to  protect  the  force  if  the  air 
threat  will  prevent  the  ground  force  from  achieving  its 
objectives  (18:8).  Further,  aviation  forces  may  become 
involved  in  air  combat  as  a  self  defense  measure.  These 
statements  imply  that  helicopters  will  have  a  defensive 
air-to-air  capability  that  will  allow  them  to  conduct  their 
primary  mission  and  the  air-to-air  mission,  or  said 
Lifferently,  the  helicopters  will  have  a  dual  role  capability 
rather  than  a  single  role  capability  on  the  battlefield. 


Aviation  forces,  due  to  the  proliferation  of  AD 
systems,  will  not  normally  execute  sustained  air 
combat  operations  along  the  PLOT.  Attack  and  air 
cavalry  units  conducting  reconnaissance,  security, 
or  anti armor  missions  will  plan  for  and  conduct  air 
combat  first  for  self-defense,  and  secondly,  to 
protect  the  ground-maneuver  force.  Additionally, 
Army  utility  helicopters  and  forward  aerial 
artillery  observers  (FAAO)  are  armed  with  ATA 
missiles  for  the  purpose  of  self-protection.  During 
the  course  of  close  operations^  these  aircraft  may 
be  involved  in  air  combat  as  an  extension  of  the 
assigned  mission  in  order  to  deny  enemy  efforts  to 
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strip  thsm  awsy  from  ths  frisndly  msnsuvsr  fores 

(18i8). 

Act i vs  DCA,  conduct sd  in  conjunction  with  rsar 
operations,  focuses  on  protection  of  the  force.  When  armed 
helicopters  are  tasked  to  perform  air  defense  missions  to 
augment  ths  air  defense  effort  in  rsar  operations,  they  are 
capable  of  intercepting  hsliborne  forces  and  can  actively 
seek  out  and  destroy  hostile  aircraft  over  friendly 
territory.  Armed  helicopters  can  be  used  to  protect 
high-threat  areas  where  the  enemy  has  eliminated  the  AD 
capability  or  where  ground  employment  of  AD  is  unsuitable 
because  of  the  terrain  (18:9).  In  other  words,  there  is  a 
dedicated  armed  helicopter  force  being  used  in  an  air  defense 
role  to-  defeat  enemy  helicopters  that  have  penetrated  the 
PLOT.  These  forces,  however,  will  come  from  the.  current  force 
structure  which  means  that  when  forces  are  used  primarily  in 
the  air  defense  role,  they  are  not  performing  their  primary 
mission  on  the  battlefield. 

Ths  discussion  in  this  chapter  has  provided  an  analysis 
of  joint  doctrine  and  the  Army* s  combined  arms  air  defense 
operational  concept  for  air  defense.  It  tracks  the  doctrine 
as  it  is  articulated  in  JCS  Pub  £6  and  how  that  doctrine  is 
translated  into  an  operational  concept  focusing  on  now  Army 
Aviation  fits  as  a  player  in  the  concept. 


CHAPTER  5 


ARMY  AVIATION  AND  AIR  COMBAT*  THE  FUTURE 

Th«  •volutionary  dwalopmont  of  Army  Aviation  is 
dafinitaly  gaining  momantuni.  Thd  relatively  small  number  of 

light  aircraft  adjusting  artillery  fires  in  World  Uarll 

I 

evolved  into  a  considerable  aviation  effort  in  Korea  when  the 
flexability  of  the  helicopter  was  put  to  good  use  for  medical 

evacuation.  During  the  Vietnam  War  the  airmobility  concept 

1 

matured  and  the  use  of  air  cavalry  and  attack  helicopters  was 
integrated  into  a  combined  arms  fighting  force.  The 
designation  of  Aviation  Branch  on  13  April,  1983,  recognized 
Army  Aviation  as  an  equal  partner  of  the  Army’s  combined  arms 
team. 

The  changes  in  aviation  organizations,  aviation 
employment  techniques  and  helicopter  technology  have  all 
resulted  in  a  capability  that  only  could  have  be^9n  imagined 
twenty  years  ago.  The  Army’s  doctrine  is  the  thread  that 
links  Army  Aviation  to  the  combined  arms  team.  In  its 
description  of  doctrine.  Field  Manual  100-5,  "Operat ions",  it 
states  that  tactics,  techniques,  procedures,  organizations, 
support  structure,  equipment  and  training  must  all  be  derived 
from  doctrine  (19*6).  The  four  tenets  of  the  Army’s  Airland 
Battle  doctrine  are  identified  in  FM  100-5  as  initiative, 
agility,  depth,  and  synchronization. 

Initiative  means  setting  or  changing  the  terms  of 
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batt 1«. . . .  flgility-th»  ability  of  friandly  forces  to 
act  faster  than  the  enemy-is  the  first  prerequisite 
for  seizing  and  holding  the  init iative. ...  Depth  is 
the  extension  of  operations  in  space,  time,  and 
resources. ...  Synchronization  is  the  arrangement  of 
battlefield  activities  in  time,  soace  and  purpose 
to  produce  maximum  relative  combat  power  at  the 
decisive  point  <19i 14-17). 


Certainly  the  inherent  characteristics  of  modern  aviation 
lend  themselves  to  AirLand  Battle  doctrine. 


Lieutenant  General  Robert  U.  RisCassi,  Commander  of  the 
U. S.  Army  Combined  Arms  Center  at  Fort  Leavenworth,  Ks, 
writes  in  an  article  in  U. S.  Army  Aviation  Digest: 


Of  all  the  achievements  of  the  last  few  years,  the 
combat  aviation  brigade  shows  the  greatest  promise 
for  allowing  Army  Aviation  to  be  employed  to  its 
fullest  capability  on  the  air-land  battlefield 
(20:5). 


The  Army  has  reorganized  aviation  organizations  so  that 
battalion  size  units  are  smaller  and  the  leader  to  led  ratio 
is  more  favorable.  In  addition,  all  active  divisional 
aviation  units  are  organized  under  an  aviation  brigade.  The 
aviation  brigades  are  organic  to  divisions.  Also,  Army  Corps 
are  authorized  a  separate  corps  aviation  brigade  (21:2). 


In  the  same  article,  General  RisCassi  goes  on  to  state 


that : 


The  aspect  of  Army  Aviation  that  combined  both 
mobility  and  f irepower-the  attack  helicopter-offers 
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tha  graatest  li kali hood  in  using  its  revolutionary 
potential  to  add  yet  another  dimension  of  maneuver 
to  air-land  batt le. ...  Air-land  battle  doctrine  and 
the  enhanced  capabilities  of  the  newer  attack 
aircraft  offer  opportunities  to  employ  attack 
helicopters  to  greater  advantage.  By  using  attack 
helicopters  to;  strike  at  enemy  weakness  wherever 
it  may  be  found,  to  mass  firepower  quickly,  to 
disperse  before  the  enemy  can  react  and  to  mass 
again  for  yet  another  attack,  the  commander  now  can 
cause  the  battle  to  become  truly  multidimensional 
(20:6). 


I’he  Army’s  newest  attack  helicopter,  the  AH-64  Apache, 
promises  to  be  the  attack  helicopter  that  General  IRisCassi  is 

I 

I 

referring  to  that  has  revolut ionary  potential.  When  Major 

General,  Retired  Ben  L.  Harrison  entitled  his  article  on  the 

combat  potential  of  the  AH-64,  ''Awesome,  Mean:  Mow  What  Do 

We  Do  with  It?",  he  made  the  point  that  the  Apache  has  a  lot 

to  cont>'ibute  and  the  Army  has  a  lot  to  learn  about  its 

potential  contributions.  The  flight  performance,  visionics, 

sensors  avionics  systems,  firepower,  maintainability,  and 

deployability  all  add  up  to  make  the  AH-64  the  attack 

helicopter  that  will  change  land  warfare.  General  Harrison 

warns  his  readers  of  the  dangers  of  ignoring  history. 

We  should  remind  ourselves  that  both  the  U. S.  Army 
and  the  British  army  had  organized  and  tested 
large-scale  armored  formations  in  the  early  1930s 
and  found  them  tremendously  effective.  We  turned  . 
our  back  on  our  tactical  evaluation*,  disassembled 
the  armor  organizations  and  assigned  the  tanks 
piecemeal  to  infantry  units.  Only  the  Germans  saw 
clearly  enough  to  capitalize  on  the  potential  of  a 
new  weapon  system.  The  Apache  may  be  "even  more 
revolutionary,"  but  it  will  not  reach  its  full 
potential  until  we  (Infantry  and  Armor,  not  just 
Aviation)  do  something  about  it  (22:10). 


47 


Dark  overcast  skies  are  ideal;  visibility  obscuration  is 
desired;  the  night  is  an  ally;  and  close  means  being  within 
three  miles  of  the  target  are  eKamdles  of  how  the  role  of' 
Army  Aviation  has  changed  and  the  Apache  has  changed  it. 


The  Soviets  recognize  the  potential  of  the  attack 
helicopter  and  air  assault  forces  on  a  future  battlefield  and 
are  structuring  formidable  threat  forces.  Major  General 
Parker,  Commander  of  the  U. S.  Army  Aviation  Center,  writes  of 
his  vision  for  the  Army’s  new  Light  Helicopter  Family,  LHX, 
in  an  article  published  in  U.  S.  Army  Digest.  In  the  article, 
General  Parker  describes  the  threat  and  the  need  for  an 
air-to-air  combat  capability  in  straight  forward  language. 


These  future  throat  forces  will  be  formidable. 
Air-to-air  combat  will  be  decisive.  There  will  be 
a  need  to  strike  deep  into  enemy  territory  to 
disrupt  his  attack  and  to  destroy  his  logistical 
support  lines.  We  must  have  the  capability  to 
shift  combat  rapidly  to  any  part  of  the  battlefield 
on  very  short  notice.  We  will  be  fighting  against 
a  staggering  number  of  enemy  air  defense  weapons 
(S3!4£). 


The  Army’s  new  scout/attack  helicopter  presently  referred  to 
as  the  Light  Helicopter  Experimental  (LHX)  will  incorporate 
technology  with  new  doctrine  to  address  the  growing 
air-to-air  threat.  The  LHX  will  replace  a  portion  of  the 
present  helicopter  fleet. 

The  sensors,  processors,  and  armament  of  LHX  will 
depend  on  its  ultimate  missions,  and  those  missions 
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have  changed  in  the  last  five  years.  ftir-to-air 
combat  was  originally  a  secondary  role,  purely  fov' 
self-defence.  But  the  large  alnd  growing  Hind, 

Hokum,  and  Havoc  force  has  brdught  counter-air 
capability  near  the  top  of  the  missions  list,  and 
US  Army  air  defence  planners  now  see  LHX  as  an 
extension  of  the  multi-layered  Forward  Area  Air 
Defence  System,  tied  to  airborne  and  ground  based 
sensors  to  protect  ground  forces  as  well  (£4:42). 

The  LHX  will  operate  against  a  sophisticated  threat,  using  a 
world-wide  navigation  capability,  and  it  will  communicate 
with  secure  and  electromagnetic  interference  hardened 
avionics.  It  will  be  self-deployable  to  Europe  and  will  be 
able  to  conduct  deep  attack  missions  during  darkness.  The 
future  Army  light  helicopter  will  have  a  designed  air-to-air 
combat  capability  (22:4). 

The  future  commitment  of  Army  Aviation  to  the  ground 
battle  is  as  strong  as  it  has  been  in  the  past.  The  Apache 
is  designed  to  perform  the  same  mission  as  the  Cobra. 
Lieutenant  General  RisCassi  uses  the  word  revolutionary  as 
does  General  Harrison  when  writing  about  the  AH-64,  but  the 
aircraft  is  only  revolutionary  in  its  technology,  employment 
techniques,  and  capability.  The  mission  for  which  the  Apache 
was  designed  and  fielded  is  not  revolutionary,  but  rather  a 
mission  that  has  been  performed  by  Army  helicopters  since  the 
Vietnam  War.  The  designed  capability  of  the  LHX  represents  a 
radical  departure  from  the  Army  Aviation’s  tv'aditional 
missions. 
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CHAPTER  6 

WHAT  DOES  ALL  THIS  MEAN? 


The  diecusaion  thus  far  has  provided  a  historical  view 
of  Army  Aviation  and  reinforces  the  point  that  Army  Aviation 
since  its  inception,  has  inentricably  been  a  part  of  ground 
maneuver.  Though  the  medium  is  a  helicopter  ooerating  in  the 
third  dimension,  there  should  be  no  question  that  Army 
Aviation  is  part  of  ground  combat  power.  Aviation  commanders 
and  ground  commanders  share  a  common  goal — success  in  battle 
and  defeat  of  the  enemy.  Just  as  the  AHl  Cobra  provided 
support  to  the  ground  commander  in  Vietnam,  now  the  AH64 
Apache,  capitalizing  on  technology  and  increased  firepower, 
will  provide  ground  commanders  with  integrated  support  on  the 
next  battlefield. 


The  AH64  and  its  complimentary  0H58D  AHIP,  as  a  team, 
provide  tne  ground  commander  with  a  maneuver  force  tnat  can 
significantly  influence  the  outcome  of  battles  through  the 
introduction  of  combat  power  where  and  when  tne  commander 
needs  it.  The  capability  to  influence  batiles  at  night  with 
armed  helicopters  is  a  dimension  never  before  available.  It 
is  fair  to  say  that  fighting  along  side  the  ground  soldier  is 
Army  Aviation’s  history  and  its  future.  Yet,  a  change  has 
taken  place  over  the  last  decade  that  has  caused  traditional 
roles  and  missions  to  be  accomplished  in  a  revolut ionary 
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manrtev 


The  Soviets  have  introduced  significant  numbers  of  Hind 
D  armed  helicopters  into  the  combat  power  equation;  have 
upgraded  the  Hind  with  an  air-to-air  capability;  ana  are 
about  to  bring  into  the  force  structure  the  Havoc  and  the 
Hocurn  which  will  have  a  signif icant ly  improved  air-to-air 
capability.  In  fact,  there  is  considerable  speculation  that 
the  Hocurn’ s  primary  mission  on  the  battlefield  will  be  air 
combat.  The  results  of  these  events  have  caused  traditional 
roles  and  missions  to  be  expanded  in  order  to  counter  the 
helicopter  threat.  "With  the  ever-increasing  number  of 
helicooters  expected  on  the  modern  battlefield  of  tomorrow, 
air-to-air  engagements  are  destined  to  become  a  reality. 
Conseauent ly,  it  is  imperative  for  Army  Aviation  to  possess 
the  capability  of  overcoming  this  perceived  threat"  <S5sl>. 

From  previous  discussions  it  is  clear  that  the  Soviets 
have  taken  the  initiative  with  the  issue  of  helicopter  air 
combat  by  introducing  an  air-to-air  capability  into  their 
armed  helicopter  force.  This  significant  change  in  force 
capability  requires  special  attention  since  it  also 
compliments  their  combined  arms  stv'ategy  to  defeat  the  NATO 
helicopter  threat.  The  introduction  of  the  AH64  Apache,  with 
its  laser  guided  hellfire  missiles  capable  of  destroying 
armor  vehicles  at  significant  stand-off  ranges,  would  cause 
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•ny  r»«Bcnabl»  «dv«r»*ry  to  considar  all  options  to  dafaat 
such  a  davastating  forca.  Soviat  halicopters  must  not  ba 
allowad  to  influanca  tha  ground  scnama  of  ntaneuvar  or  raduce 
tha  options  availabla  to  tha  ground  commander  to  achieve  his 
object ives. 

The  price  that  is  paid  for  combined  arms  air  defense  is 
that  the  commander  has  limited  aviation  resources  with  which 
to  implement  alternatives  because  no  additional  force 
structure  has  been  added  to  perform  this  new  mission.  This  is 
the  reality  of  constrained  resources;  but  more  importantly, 
tha  attack  helicopter  team  with  tha  flH&4  Apache  and  the  OHSSD 
conceivably  will  be  diverted  from  its  original  mission  of 
destroying  armored  vehicles,  to  a  role  of  air  defense  or 
protection  of  the  force.  The  depth  and  breath  of  the  costs 
of  CAAD  have  yet  to  be  fully  developed  since  it  is  only  at 
the  conceptual  phase  of  implementation. 

This  paper  has  examined  the  threat,  the  evolution  of 
Army  Aviation,  the  doctrinal  and  operational  concepts  of  Army 
helicopter  air-to-air  combat,  and  the  implication  of  the 
effects  of  future  Army  systems  on  the  ground  war.  The 
conclusions  are  that  Army  Aviation  has  historically  been 
totally  integrated  into  fighting  and  supporting  the  ground 
war  and  there  is  no  trend  that  will  distort  Army  Aviation’s 
focus  on  its  mission. 
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Aviation  assets  have  traditionally  bean  and  Mill 
continue  to  be  organic  to  divisions  and  cores.  The  aviation 
brigade  headquarters  will  permit  the  increased  effectiveness 
of  aviation  assets.  The  mobility  and  firepower,  that  has  in 
the  past  been  characteristic  of  aviation,  are  on  the 
threshold  of  being  redefined  as  new  technologies  permit  Army 
Aviation  to  better  compliment  AirLand  Battle  doctrine.  In 
addition,  the  helicopter's  air-to-air  capability  will 
compliment  the  Army's  counterair  mission,  not  dominate  it. 
Army  Aviation  will  continue  to  be  an  important  member  of  the 
combined  arms  team,  playing  its  part  in  the  accomplishment  of 
the  Army's  mission.  With  the  exception  of  air-to-air  combat, 
here  are  no  future  trends  that  are  inconsistent  with  the 
historical  role  that  aviation  has  played  within  the  U.S. 

Army.  To  anticipate  the  use  of  Army  Aviation  in  aii — to-air 
combat  and  as  a  component  of  the  counterair  calculus  may  be 
consistent  with  the  Army's  mission,  and  may  be  the  most 
effective  way  to  address  the  threat;  however,  it  is 
historically  inconsistent  with  the  role  of  Army  Aviation. 

If  deterrence  fails,  then  the  mission  of  the  Army  is  to 
fight  and  win  across  the  spectrum  of  confl ict ’ anywhere. 

There  is  no  requirement  to  validate  history  or  even  doctrine. 
The  focus  in  the  Army  is  on  defeating  the  enemy.  The 
development  of  a  helicopter  air-to-air  comcat  capability  i:. 
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driv»n  ay  the  threat,  ftrmy  Aviatior  is  recuired  to  fight 
air-to-air  in  order  to  contribute  it*  share  as  a  member  of 
the  combined  arms  team.  In  addition,  it  is  important  to 
recognize  that  Army  Aviation  is  recuired  to  become  part  of 
the  "AIR"  of  AirLand  Battle  doctrine.  Aviation  within  the 
Army  continues  to  have  its  roots  in  the  mud  with  the  ground 
soldier  and  the  evidence  supports  the  conclusion  that  the 
drummer  that  Aviation  Branch  is  hearing  is  not  out  of  the 
past,  but  rather  a  sound  of  the  future. 
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